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Section |. Passrates.

Please provide the information in Tables C1 and C2 on the performance of completers of the teacher preparation
program in your institution on teacher certification/licensure assessments used by your state.

Program compl eters for whom information should be provided are those completing program requirements in the most
recent academic year. Thus, for institutional reports due to the state by April 7, 2001, the relevant information isfor
those compl eting program requirements in academic year 1999-2000. For purposes of thisreport, program completers
do not include those who have completed an alternative route to certification or licensure as defined by the state.

The assessmentsto be included are the ones taken by these completers up to 5 years before their completion of
program requirements, or up to 3 years afterward. (Please notethat in 3 yearsinstitutionswill report final passrates
that include an update on this cohort of completers; the update will reflect scores reported after the test closure date.)
See guide pages 10 and 11.

In cases where a program completer has taken a given assessment more than once, the highest score on that test
must be used. There must be at least 10 program compl eters taking the same assessment in an academic year for data
on that assessment to be reported; for aggregate or summary data, there must also be at least 10 program compl eters

(although not necessarily taking the same assessment) for data to be reported.

Note: The procedures for devel oping the information required for these tables are explained in the National Center
for Education Statistics document entitled Reference and Reporting Guide for Preparing State and I nstitutional
Reports on the Quality of Teacher Preparation: Titlell, Higher Education Act. Termsand phrasesin this
guestionnaire are defined in the glossary, appendix B of the guide.

Section |. Passrates.
Table C1l: Single-Assessment Institution-L evel Pass-rate Data: Regular Teacher Preparation

Program

Table C-1 HEA - Titlel1 2000-2001 Academic Year
I nstitution Name University of Missouri - Columbia
Institution Code 6875

State Missouri
Number of Program Completers
Submitted 261
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Number of Program Completers found,

matched, and used in passing rate| 258
Calculations] Statewide
Assessment| Number Number Number Number
Code Taking Passing | Institutional Taking Passing | Statewide
Type of Assessment Number | Assessment| Assessment| PassRate | Assessment | Assessment | Pass Rate
Professional Knowledge
Principles of Learning and Teaching (5-9) | 523 6 47 47 100%
IAcademic Content Areas
Art: Content Knowledge 133 8 93 93 100%
Biology: Content Knowledge, Part 1 231 6 66 65 98%
Chemistry: Content Knowledge 241 2 15 14 93%
Early Childhood Education 020 30 30 100% 281 280 100%
Earth Science: Content Knowledge 571 1 4
Elem Edu: Curriculum, Instruction, and
/A ssessment 011 86 86 100% 1615 1536 95%
English Lang., Lit. and Comp. : Content
Knowledge 041 19 17 89% 205 197 96%
French 170 2 9
Mathematics. Content Knowledge 061 8 105 91 87%
MS English-Language Arts: Content
Knowledge 049 6 17 15 88%
M S Mathematics: Content Knowledge 069 5 22 20 91%
Music Education: Content Knowledge 113 11 11 100% 100 98 98%
Physics: Content Knowledge 261 1 4
Social Studies 030 1 1
Socia Studies: Content Knowledge 081 25 25 100% 272 261 96%
Spanish: Content Knowledge 191 6 33 28 85%
Other Content Areas
Agriculture 700 16 16 100% 37 36 97%
Business Education 100 2 69 69 100%
Family and Consumer Sciences 120 1 21 21 100%
Technology Education 050 1 10 10 100%
T eaching Special Populations
Specia Education 350 4 196 196 100%
Speech-L anguage Pathol ogy 330 11 11 100% 113 111 98%

Table C2: Aggregate And Summary I ngtitution-L evel Passrate Data: Regular Teacher Preparation

Program
Table C-2 HEA - Title1 2000-2001 Academic Year
Ingtitution Namel  University of Missouri - Columbia
I ngtitution Codel 6875
State Missouri
Number of Program Completers
Submitted 261
Number of Program Completersfound, 258 _
matched, and used in passing rate Statewide
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Calculations®

Number Number Number Number
Taking Passing |Institutional| Taking Passing Statewide
Type of Assessment?® Assessment®| Assessment”| PassRate | Assessment® | Assessment” | Pass Rate
IAggregate - Basic Skills
IAggregate - Professional Knowledge 6 53 53 100%
IAggregate - Academic Content Areas o
(Math, English, Biology, etc.) 217 212 8% 3086 2929 95%
IAggregate - Other Content Areas
(Career/Technical Education, Health 20 20 100% 165 164 9%
Educations, etc.)
IAggregate - Teaching Special Populations
(Specia Education, ELS, etc.) 5 5 100% 309 307 9%
IAggregate - Performance A ssessments
Summary Totalsand Pass Rates® 258 253 98% 3612 3452 9%6%

1The number of program completers found, matched and used in the passing rate cal culation will not equal the sum of the
column labeled "Number Taking Assessment” since a completer can take more than one assessment.

2| nstitutions and/or States did not require the assessments within an aggregate where data cells are blank.

3Number of completers who took one or more tests in a category and within their area of specialization.

4Number who passed all tests they took in a category and within their area of specialization.
®Summary Totals and Pass Rate: Number of completers who successfully completed one or more tests across all categories

used by the state for licensure and the total passrate.

Section |1. Program information.

A Number of studentsin the regular teacher preparation program at your institution:

Please specify the number of studentsin your teacher preparation program during academic year 2000-2001,

including all areas of specialization.

1. Total number of students enrolled during 2000-2001: 1024

B Information about supervised student teaching:

2. How many students (in the regular program and any alternative route programs) were in programs of
supervised student teaching during academic year 2000-2001? 25/

3. Please provide the numbers of supervising faculty who were:

3_ Appointed full-time faculty in professional education: an individual who worksfull timein aschool,
college, or department of education, and spends at least part of the timein supervision of teacher preparation

students.

2 Appointed part-time faculty in professional education and full-timein theinstitution: any full time faculty
member in the institution who also may be supervising or teaching in the teacher preparation program.

@ Appointed part-time faculty in professional education, not otherwise employed by theinstitution: may
be part time university faculty or pre-K-12 teachers who supervise prospective teachers. The numbers do not

Report Year 2: (Fall 2000, Winter, 2001, Summer 2001)

7, 2002

Web Report October




include K-12 teachers who simply receive a stipend for supervising student teachers. Rather, thisthird
category isintended to reflect the growing trend among institutions of higher education to appoint K-12
teachers as clinical faculty, with the rights and responsibilities of the institution's regular faculty.

Supervising faculty for purposes of this data collection includes all persons who the institution regards as
having faculty status and who were assigned by the teacher preparation program to provide supervision and
evaluation of student teaching, with an administrative link or relationship to the teacher preparation program.

Note: Faculty Policy does not afford part-timefaculty the samerightsand responsibilities granted to full
timetenurelinefaculty.

Total number of supervising faculty for the teacher preparation program during 2000-2001.: 6_4

4. The student/faculty ratio was (divide the total givenin B2. by the number givenin B3.): 4:1

5. Theaverage number of hours per week required of student participation in supervised student teaching in
these programs was: 4_0 hours. The total number of weeks of supervised student teaching required is @
The total number of hours required is640S hours.

C Information about state approval or accreditation of teacher preparation programs:

6. Isyour teacher preparation program currently approved or accredited by the state?

X Yes No
7. Isyour teacher preparation program currently under a designation as “low-performing” by the state (as per
section 208 (a) of the HEA of 1998)? Yes X No

NOTE: Seeappendix A of the guide for the legislative language referring to “low-performing” programs.

Section 111. Contextual information (optional).
A. Please use this spaceto provide any additional information that describesyour teacher
preparation program(s).

To further support our unit’s goals of developing and training reflective practitioners, we have engaged in two
specific courses of action designed to facilitate this process. Thefirst isacomprehensive and developmental
approach to portfolio design and assessment. The second is the implementation of a pilot program that offers
elementary education majors afull year in thefield during their Senior Y ear.

The Portfolio Process

Rigorous reflection as defined in the design framework requires the candidate to question, examine and inquire
into assumptions, values and long-held principles and beliefs. The candidate is encouraged to carefully examine
new knowledge, to understand the nature of that knowledge and then further reflect on how that knowledge will
impact classroom practice and learning. The portfolio process allows the student opportunity to refine the
ability to communicate their thoughts and to demonstrate this reflective capability.

Our portfolio processis developmental, beginning in Phase | of our program. To progressinto Phase |l of our
program (Junior professional standing), students must complete a mid-preparation portfolio, presented in written
format, and then engage in an oral presentation about the portfolio. The written version must address the 10
Mo-STEP standards (state criteriafor teacher preparation) at a designated mid-preparation level of competence.
The oral presentation is given to apanel consisting of faculty, instructors, administrators and staff from both the
University and the Public Schools. In this presentation, candidates must articulate their current philosophy of
teaching and learning, discuss one of the MoStep standards and their competency in relationship to that
standard, and finish with their own personal plan for continued professional development.

Report Year 2: (Fall 2000, Winter, 2001, Summer 2001) Web Report October
7, 2002



At the end of Phase I, and prior to the student teaching internship (Phase I11) of the program, candidates
construct an interview portfolio in both paper and electronic formats. Designed to assist candidatesin required
internship interviews with public school administration, this portfolio alows the opportunity to further refine the
teaching and |earning philosophy and allow the candidate to synthesize their folio of materials for professional
discourse.

During Phase 11 of the program, candidates submit their in-depth portfolio designed to demonstrate competency
in both the State Standards for teacher candidates and standards devel oped by national programsin specific
content areas. This portfolio, reviewed by faculty teams, isthen utilized as part of the criteriato determine
eligibility for certification.

The Senior Year On-Site Pilot Program

Uncertain situations of practice, and the reflection-in-action associated with complex problem situations, is best
explored within the context of the setting in which these situations occur. The student, immersed in educational
phenomena on adaily basis, has many more opportunities to engagein reflective practice. Toassistin
promoting these opportunities, an increase in the number of field hoursisacornerstone of our newly revised
teacher preparation program. In addition to increasing the number of hours throughout the program, faculty
approved an option to deliver an on-site Senior year program designed to give candidates an even greater in-
depth experiencein their Senior Year. In addition to the 16-week internship offered in the second semester,
students are eligible to participate in afirst semester, intensive on-site field experience that begins with the start
of the school year.

This project, currently in the third year of afive-year extended pilot program, has already demonstrated
tremendous potential for strengthening the training of these pre-service teachers. Initiated with one district and
one candidate in the 1999-2000 academic year, the pilot was expanded to three districts and four school sites,
involving 14 candidates, in the 2000-2001 academic year. The program thisyear involves four districts, six
school sites and 21 candidates. Aswe enter the fourth year of the pilot, five districts have been identified for
participating, and the number of eligible candidates hasincreased to 24. This program, currently under extensive
evaluation, shows promise in promoting increased skill, knowledge and reflective practice in those candidates
that participate. Candidates actually become a part of the instructional team at their designated school. They
attend meetings prior to the start of the school year, assist teachers and staff in preparing buildings and rooms,
and are present on the first day of the school year. Four courses are offered on-site, with acombination of
university faculty, mentor teachers from the districts, and adjunct faculty serving asinstructional leaders. In
addition to the coursework, extensive field opportunities are offered, allowing candidates the opportunity to
view all grade levels, observe many different classroom teachers, and prepare units that they can actually teach,
revise and re-deliver in another classroom.

The current qualitative dataindicates that candidates express increased confidence in their ability to initiate the
start of the school year, increased confidence in their knowledge of grade levels and developmental differences
among school-age children, and increased confidence in their knowledge and skill in the implementation of
instruction. Thisyear, the evaluation has included quantitative survey analysis designed to measure efficacy in
the areas of mathematics, science and general teaching competency.

B. Missouri has asked each ingtitution to include at least the following infor mation.

1. Institution Mission

The University of Missouri-Columbia, MU, isthe largest and oldest campus of the state's major public research
institutions. MU's primary mission in research and doctoral education provides enhanced opportunities and
challengesin the undergraduate areas of humanities, arts, and sciences and in selected professional fields and
providesthe basis for service to the people of the state via outreach programs.

A predominantly residential campus, MU serves select and diverse undergraduate and professional students
from all parts of the state. Its graduate students are recruited nationally and internationally. Through its
outreach programs, MU meets selected educational and informational needs of Missouri citizens throughout the
state.
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MU aspiresto achieve national and international prominence for its research and educational contributions. It
will build on its research strengths in basic and applied biological and biomedical sciences; nuclear and related
physical and engineering sciences; and selected social and behavioral sciences. It will strengthen itsleadership
rolesin agriculture and journalism. Because of its large enrollment of undergraduates, MU will enhance the core
disciplinesrequired for all those seeking baccalaureate degrees, giving special attention to areas, such as
languages and mathematical sciences, that provide the necessary foundation for truly educated citizens.

Copyright (c) Curators of the University of Missouri

2. Educational Philosophy
The vision of the College of Education isto change Missouri and the nation one infant, one child and one adult
at atime through excellence in instruction, scholarship and service.

Mission of the University of Missouri-Columbia College of Education

To achievethisvision the Collegeis dedicated to increasing research-based, professional practicethat enables
people to achieve their highest potential. For most, thiswill include higher levels of abstract, conceptual
learning that can be applied to real world problems. For some, it may include basic and functional skills
necessary for independent participation in society.

Philosophy of the University of Missouri-Columbia College of Education

The College of Education believesthat quality education for all children and young adultsis an
inherent human right. We believethat quality public education can be defined amid the current uproar
and continuing debate across multiple stakeholdersin the educational process. We believe that
learning is an innate capacity, and that through the educational process we have the opportunity to
enhance quality of life and social opportunity for al the individuals that we encounter. Believinginthe
ability of people to contribute to the good of society through the development of their full potential, we
continually strive to improve the systems that promote that devel opment.

3. Conceptual Frameworks
Over-Arching Design Framework for All Professional Certification Programs
EducatorsWho Are Reflective and Inquiring Professionals

Professional practiceinvolves judgment and wise action in complex, unique, and often times uncertain

situations. These situations are also frequently characterized by conflict in values and ethical stances about the
nature of the problemsto be addressed and the appropriate means of solving them (Schon, 1991; Harris, 1993).
Inthisview of professional practice, three types of professional knowledge and competence are highlighted: the
specialized bodies of knowledge pertinent to the profession, practical knowledge and competencies, and
reflective competencies (Harris, 1993). These are the knowledge bases of the reflective practitioner.

The model of the reflective practitioner focuses attention on the need for professionalsto rigorously reflect upon
situations, actions, and assumptions, employing technical and practical knowledge, aswell as ethical criteria. A
central concept in models of the reflective practitioner isthe notion of reflection. Inreflective practice, littleis
taken for granted, left unquestioned, or unexamined. The focus of reflection may include common practices,
assumptions, and recommended principles that are utilized in the schools and taught at universities.

There are several definitions of reflection found in the literature, most of which relate to Dewey's inquiry-oriented
teacher education concepts. Most definitions typically include three dimensions: @) an inquiry orientation, b) an
inquiry process, and c) the nature of educational phenomena. Thefirst dimension, an inquiry orientation,
suggests that areflective teacher with holds judgments concerning a particul ar teaching event to consider
available alternatives to established teaching practice. The second dimension, an inquiry process, suggests that
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areflective teacher uses problem-posing and problem-solving processes when considering alternativesto
established teaching practice.

The specific nature of theinquiry process depends, to agreat extent, upon the perspective taken on the third
dimension, the nature of the educational phenomena. Educational phenomena can be viewed from alimited
perspective (e.g., focusing on curricular topics and instructional techniques) or aswe believe , from a broader
perspective which also includes the social nature of education.

The UTDC programs were reviewed in 1997 based on analyses of our initial efforts, feedback from faculty,
candidates and partnersin the schools, ongoing developmental work in other certification areas, and the
conceptual work of afaculty task force. Based on the model for initial teacher preparation, the COE faculty, in
1998, adopted an overarching set of design principlesfor all of its professional certification programs.

The following sections present a discussion of the four designed principles adopted by the faculty
including reviews of related research and professional literature. These design principles areintended to
support the development of effective educators who are reflective and inquiring professionals. They entail
(1) organizing programs around the problems of practice, (2) creating opportunities for inquiry and
reflection, (3) utilizing developmental approaches to performance assessment, and (4) focusing on what
educators need to value, know and be able to do. Prior to those four sections, a brief institutional and
college context will be presented which include the values, vision, and mission within which our
professional preparation programs operate and evolve. They provide a guiding framework for our
intellectual, ethical, and social conduct.

4. Program completerswho teach in the private schools and out of state

Private Schools: 4
Out-of-State: 14
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